
will require some manual billing work, plus some feature limitations (i,e., the
Automatic Recall and Automatic Callback CLASS features will not work). The
advantage is a number portability solution which requires little new switch
development effort.

--e Selection Ccmm ttee members voted as follows for an implementation
;: y \Jote that this IS not a vote on whether or not to Implement a number
pc~ab;:ty solution, bLt a vote that if LRN is ordered as the number portability
50',,':'2:: which of the two proposed Implementation plans would be supported:

AT&T:

8eiiSouth:

MCI Metro:

MedlaOre:

MFS:

LRN, but if the LRN schedule is delayed significantly, they
would advocate CPC as an Interi m solution

LRN

C::lC to LRN

LPN

LgN, but !f it becomes evident that LRN is delayed
Significantly, CPC as a transitional solution to LP,N IS

favorable

Sprint: Not present

Standard: LRN

AT&T Wireless: LRN

AlrTouCh: LRN

Be !ISouth
Mobility: LRN

GTE Mobilnet: Not Present

The:e 'lias unanimous agreement by the Selection Committee members
present that if LRN is available by the second to third quarter of 1997, that it
does rlot make sense to go with the CPC to LRN implementation plan option.

MCI Metro stated that they have significant concerns on whether the current
LRN schedule for a second to third quarter, 1997 ready date could be met. MCI
Metro has no confidence in the ability of all switch vendors to meet the LRN
schedule, therefore they recommend first implementing CPC. Other Selection
Committee members, including AT&T, BeilSouth, MediaOne, Standard, AT&T
Wireless. AirTouch, and BellSouth Mobility, had confidence in the ability and
commitment of the switch vendors to meet the LRN schedule and voted to focus
on LRN.
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Two key issues surrounding the implementation options are the schedules for
deployment and the associated risk factors. These two issues are discussed
below.

3.2 Network Implementation Schedules

There are four major work efforts that must be scheduled and coordinated for
the successful network mplementation of a database number portability
selL. tlon, which are:

a) Availability of switch vendor functionality
b) Availability of a neutral third party SMS system
c) Availability of Service Providers' SC P and SMS Functionality
d) Availability of Service Providers' internal Operational Support

Systems (OSS), Billing systems and associated Methods and
Procedures

Each of these items are briefly discussed below. A high level summary timeline
chart for both the LRN and the CPC to LRN implementation plans are included
in Attachment #7.

32.a. Switch Ve'1dor Functionality:

Switch vendors were asked to state their current level of commitment for
their major switch types for both implementation plans. Other switch types
exist in Georgia and were not addressed at this time. Following are the
sWitch vendor's most current responses as reported to the Selection
Committee:

AT&T indicated that they have committed to meeting the LRN dates as
discussed below. This includes having resources identified, internal
funding secured, and work underway. They are building to the Illinois
requirements. (Note: FOA =First Office Application; GA =General
Availability)

- 5ESS: 5E·l1 Generic GA =4Q96;
LAN Feature: FOA =12/96, GA =3/97

- 1AESS: LAN Feature: FOA = 1Q97, GA = 2Q97
- 4ESS: LAN Feature: FOA = 1Q97, GA = 2Q97

Siemens indicated that they have committed to meeting the LAN dates as
discussed below. This includes having resources identified, internal
funding secured. and work underway. They are building to the Illinois
requirements.

- Siemens EWSD: FOA = 3/97, GA = 6/97

Nortel indicated that they have committed to meeting the LAN dates as
discussed below This includes having resources identified, internal
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funding secured, and work underway. They are building to the Illinois
requirements.

- OMS 100 and 100/200: FOA =3/97. GA =6/97

Ericsson was not present and provided no modifications to thei r dates.
shown as Tc;i!o'...·S:

. Ericss,cn FDA = 1097, GA =2097

Based on the assumptions discussed in a recent conference call With
MCI Metro, AT&T, Nortel and Siemens, AT&T Network Systems believes
that the BasIc LgN solution can be used to support CPC implementation.
The assur7':ptlors are expected to be documented in a Generic
Requirements (GR) by Siemens no later than January 31, 1996. The full
Selection Committee must review and accept these assumptio,r"1s.

AT&T switches Nill not explicitly recognize that CPCs are being used.
Additional deve opment may be required on the 1A-ESS sWitch to swap
the CPC for the NPA at the terminating end of all calls to portable NPA·
NXX groups if 1 ) digits are delivered to the end office and the sWitch
serves subscribers in more than one NPA. This development is currently
not planned because no customer has requested this capability.

If triggers for otrer AIN services will be active on the 4ESS switch and
LNP queries wil be launched from the 4ESS switch, the LAN feature
must be deployed (FOA 1097, GA 2097). If no other triggers for AIN
services are act \fated on the 4ESS switch while CPC is in use. eXisting
AIN triggers car be used to launch the LNP query at the 4ESS switch.

AT&T Network Systems is not currently planning to test CPC
implementation on AT&T switches. but will commit to this testing if and
when CPC implementation is ordered by the Commission and or
purchased by customers.

Given these assumptions, the availability dates for CPC are as follows
(which are the same dates as LRN):

- 5ESS: 5E·11 Generic GA = 4096;
LAN Feature: FOA =12/96, GA =3/97

-1AESS: LAN Feature: FOA = 1097, GA =2097
- 4ESS: LRN Feature: FOA = 1097, GA =2097

Nortel indicated that they would take the NY trial version and make it a
commercial application. This effort is currently funded and underway.
Following is their schedule:

OMS·'OC: and 200: GA 12/96
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Siemens indicated that they are building off the NY trial. There would
also be billing issues to resolve. This effort is currently funded and
underway. Following is their schedule:

Siemens EWSD: GA 12/96

Ericsson provided feedback to MFS, indicating that a CPC development
IS feasible. but that more discussion is needed before a firm deployment
date couid be established.

3.20 Neutral Tfwd Party SMS Schedule:

To meet the overali timeline requirements, the Selection Committee felt that
the neutral third party SMS would need to be installed. tested and ready to
support serVice by 'he tollowing dates:

LRN: May. 1997 is a must-have date. 1Q97 is a preferred date
CPC: February, 1997 is a must have date

The SMS Subcomrlittee developed a tlmeline as detailed in Attachment #8.
The Final Turn-Up date identified by the SMS Subcommittee is June 3,
1997. The SMS Subcommittee felt that this was a very aggressive
schedule, and that I' met the needs of the overall LRN timeline.

The SMS Subcommittee looked at alternative ways to improve the schedule
to meet the CPC Implementation Plan dates. The SMS Subcommittee felt
that If the SMS selection process resulted in the Georgia selection of the
same SMS vendor as is selected in Illinois, and if we accept the Illinois
requirements as adequate for the mitial implementation, we could save
approximately 3 months in the overall SMS schedule.

Some members of t1e Selection Committee (MCI Metro and AT&T) felt that
the SMS schedule was too long and that it could be shortened considerably.
They felt that the schedule was not acceptable, from their perspective. Other'
members of the Selection Committee felt that the SMS Subcommittee were
the experts and that we should rely on their opinion.

It was agreed that the Selection Committee would request the SMS
Subcommittee to look at ways to shorten the schedule to meet the two
Implementation Plan timelines.

3.2.c. Availability of a Service Providers SC P and SMS Functionality

It will be necessary for each Service Provider participating in number
portability to provide a Service Control Point (SCP) database functionality
and a SMS functionality. This can be either built or leased, depending on
the Service Provider's preference. There may also be a need for other
wireline connecting companies to provide a SCP functionality.
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To meet the LRN schedule, a Service Provider's internal SCP and SMS
system/functionality would need to be ready for service by May. 1997. The
Wireline Service Providers impacted indicated that the May, 1997 date is
possible, based or their preliminary evaluations, and dependent on vendor
:aoab"ltles. Standard Indicated that most Independent LECs in Georgia do
~,ct have this capability and are dependent on the ability to lease or arrange
'':H th's functionality and they are not sure if this date can be met.

To meet the CPC schedule. a Service Provider's internal SCP/SMS
system functionality would need to be ready for service by January, 1997.
AT& T and MCI indicated that this date was possible. BST indicated that this
date is possible for the SMS. but not sure for an SCPo There is still some
Irternal evaluation that needs to be completed. MediaOne indicated that
March. 1997 IS their estimated ready date. Standard indicated that most
Independent L..ECs In Georgia do not have this capability and are dependent
en the abl!:ty to lease or arrange for this functionality and they are not sure if
this date can be mEt.

32.d Service Provider Internal ass. BillinQ Syster"1s and Methods and
Procedures

The Implementaticr of a database number portability solutiori w:!i require
the modif:cation to '11any ass and Billing systems. In addition. it WII be
necessary to modify eXisting methods and procedures, both internal to a
Service Provider, irtercompany, and With connecting companies.

To meet the LRN schedule, all internal ass, billing systems and operational
planning would need to be completed by May, 1997. This still requires
additional internal evaluation by each company to determine the extent of
the Impacts and we rk required.

To meet the CPC schedule, all internal ass, billing systems and operatior,31
planning would need to be completed by February, 1997. This still requires
additional internal evaluation by each company to determine the extent of
the Impacts and work required.

3.3 Risk Factors

The Selection Committee identified the follOWing risk factors that are associated
With each implementat'on plan:

33.a LAN Risk Factors;

Switch Related:

1. If a significant change is recommended by service providers to the
existing Illinois Switch and Billing requirements document, there will
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be a delay (SIX to twelve months) in the LRN implementation schedule.
Minor changes mayor may not impact the schedule.

2. The ability for the switch vendors to meet the current commitment dates
with a fully fL.. nctlonal product.

3 Lab testing could identify significant issues needing additional time for
development fixes.

4. The Service Provider deployment schedule for new generics required
to support the LRN Feature Package.

SMS Related:

1. All SMS Issues need to be resolved in a timely manner.

2. The ability of the SMS vendor to meet the schedule of May, 1997.

General Items;

1. The Commission's order, or lack there of, could impact the schedule
and the wil!in~ness of companies to meet the schedule.

3.3.b. CPC Risk Factors:

Switch Related

1. If a significant change is recommended by service providers to the
existing switch requirements document, there may be a delay (six to
twelve months) in the CPC implementation schedule. Minor changes
mayor may rot impact the schedule.

2. The ability for the switch vendors to meet the current commitment dates
With a fully fU"1ctional product.

3. New York Tnal or Lab testing could identify significant issues needing
additional time for development/fixes.

4. The Service Provider deployment schedule for new generics required
to support the CPC Feature Package.

5. (Pending Action Item work) The ability of the 1A ESS to support CPC,
since there are currently no requirements/plans to modify these
switches.

6. The transition from CPC to LRN (how, timing, impacts). A draft
transition sequence overview, developed by AT&T, Siemens, Nortel
and MCI Metro is included in Attachment #9.
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•

7. What are the implications on the LRN schedules with the CPC focus

SMS Related:

: . Ail SMS Issues need to be resolved In a timely manner..

2. The ablity of 'he SMS vendor to meet the schedule of February 1997.

General !tems:

1. The CommisSions order. or lack there of, could impact the schedule
and the willingness of companies to meet the schedule.

3.4 Location Planning Assumptions

This Section addresses the issue of how the industry decides when and where
to Impiement database number portability in Georgia. The Selection Committee
worked on developing a preliminary process for making the location selections.
There is still a fair amOJnt of work required to finalize this process, but following
are the current working assumptions:

1. Portability locations will be phased-in, rather than via a flash-cut of all
of Georgia.

2. Numbers will be made portable on an NXX basis. However, not all
Directory Numbers within a portable NXX may be portable (e.g.,
Individual PBX trunks within a group of trunks. individual Centrex lines
within a Centrex block, blocks of numbers for Type 1 cellular
interconnect. etc.).

3. The following method is proposed for defining which locations and
NXXs are identified as portable, who is Involved, and when locations
will be portable:

The industry will jointly decide where and when number portability
will be implemented in Georgia. Number portability will be
phased-in on a gradual basis, starting in the 404 and 770 area
code locations.

• The specific locations for the initial implementation of number
portability will be jointly decided, based upon:

• the date-certain ordered by the Commission for the introduction
of number portability

- the needs of the newly certified LECs as defined by their
ranking of the desired NXXs to be made portable

. the capabilities of the switching systems to support the number
portability solution
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- the capacity of the 55-7 network to support number portability
- the capability of OAM&Ps to support number portability

• The Implementation of additional locations Will also be jointly
decided upon using the same method, with specific
implementation time frames agreed upon.

If the indL.stry can not reach agreement on the initial
implementation locations by March 1, 1996, the issue will be
referred to the GPSC for resolution. It is requested that the
Commission resolve the issue within 60 days, in order to ma!nta:n
the aggressive implementation schedule. For additional locations.
the industry can also request Commission intervention if
agreemer'ts can not be made in a timely manner.
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4.0 IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING ISSUES

4.1 Introduction

The ~e8'g!a Number Portability Selection Committee recognizes that the actual
Irnp!emen~a~iO<'l of a number portability capability will require the ongoing eHorts
of an Industry implementation committee to continually refine the solution and
address issues as they arise. The Selection Committee therefore adopted as
an operating assumption that "There will be an ongoing implementation
o'ganizat:on and committee structure to project manage and work the issues
associated with the Implementation of database number portability in Georgia '.

T1e Selection Committee has completed some initial implementation work;
hO'Never, It should be noted that there is a considerable amount of effort
required. both in the planning and actual implementation stages, to implement a
da~abase number portability capability in Georgia. The work completed to date
by :r,e Selection Committee sets tr,e framework and identifies some of the
Issues and assumptiors. but there IS still a significant amount of industry
coord:natlon and indiv dual service provider effort required.

Fundamentally, the Selection Committee believes that the Commissiorl. through
tr.e proposed implementation committee, should allow the industry reasonable
and adequate time to address the various issues involved w~th number
portabl;ity and make recommendations to the Commission as to the actual
reso!u~;on of these issJes.

4.2 Assumptions

Duwlg Its deliberations. the Selection Committee has developed a list of
operating assumptions to guide the further work activities of the proposed
implementation committee. As noted above. the most significant of these is that
an i--nplementation c011mittee will indeed be established to guide the future
work aC~'llties to Implement number portability in Georgia. Other assumptions
are as ~o::ows:

(1) Service providers agree to match SST Rate Centers for NXX code
assignment for the initial implementation of service provider
portability to minimize billing disruptions. We will monitor the work
of the industry ICCF workshop for future modifications to this
working assumption. (Note: MediaOne is concerned with the
number of NXX codes that will be used based on this assumption
and suggests continued discussions in this area.)

(2) Service providers agree that the initial implementation of service
provider portability should not be delayed because of
considerations related to the deployment of location portability.
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(3) Service Providers that have numbers porting out of their network
will provide a default (fail safe) functionality, via a database dip
and subsequent routing, to ensure call completion,

(4\ Each Serv ce Provider may arrange for its own SCP functionality.

(5) The SMS Nill download to networks on a synchronous basis,

(6) There is a need for a Commission Order addressing:
whether the current work of the Selection Committee is on track
and accep~ed: and the need to move forward with an
implement3.tion plan. The Commission Order is needed by
February t) keep the implementation schedule on track.

(7) The Selection Committee reached consensus that the permanent
Long Tern- Number Portability call model solution for Georgia is
the LRN (Location Routing Number) proposed by AT&T, and
should be mplemented with the following caveats: a) that tilere IS

an appropriate implementation plan, and b) that there are
appropriate cost recovery mechanisms in place.

(8) The industry needs to develop an appropriate cost recovery
mechanislT'. The Selection Committee recommends that the
industry work the cost recovery issue according to the following
schedule and process:
• ReceiptJf Commission Order on the implementation of number

portability by February, 1996.
• The indLlstry target date for reaching resolution on the cost

recovery mechanism is April 1, 1996.
• If resolut on IS not achieved by that date, the issue will be sent to

the Commission with information identifying 'the best options
and the pros and cons of each option.

• Any delay beyond June 1, 1996 to resolve the issue and issue
an Orde l may delay the implementation of number portability in
Georgia

(9) Wireless NXXs and Directory Numbers are assumed not to be
portable at this time.

It is anticipated that additional operating assumptions may be documented as
implementation committee activities commence.

4.3 Committee Structure

The Selection Committee recommends that the implementation of number
portability in Georgia be managed by an industry implementation committee.
The proposed implementation committee structure is depicted on Attachment
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#10. Briefly, the responsibility of the various groups comprising this structure
wll! be as follows:

Steering Comrlittee:
- Overall responsibility for the coordinatio,r") of the implementat:cr
- Coordlnatlor between subcommittees
- Interface to tie GPSC

S~vAS SubCQmr1lttee:
- Facilitate the selection and implementation of an SMS system for

Georgia
· Define the SV1S architecture
· Identify and determine the required business relationships and

processes

Cost Recovery Subcommittee:
- Orchestratlor of the cost recovery process

Network Implementation PlanninQ Subcommittee:
· Overall prOject management
- Coordination between reporting teams

Requirements Team:
· Review existl"g requirements documents for compliance wit'" Geor~!a

requirements

Rating and Billing Team:
- Identify and resolve all billing issues
- Finalize the billing requirements
- Develop and mplement a billing test plan
- Identify and ~ork any rating issues

OQerations Team:
- Identify and recommend the appropriate procedures for intercompar,y

interactions, Including provisioning, repair, etc.
· Evaluate what modifications are required due to database portability to

existing intercompany procedures including Directory Assistance,
white and yellow pages, ordering, etc.

· Develop and implement an end-to-end test plan for number portability

Operator Services Team:
• Identify and resolve all Operator Services requirements and issues
- Develop and implement an Operator Services test plan

Legal Subcomm,nee:
• Provide legal input, where appropriate, to the appropriate teams to

assist in issue resolution
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4.4 SMS Work

The Selection Committee has recognized that a neutral third party ported
number administration system will be a cntical element of an overall number
PC-:3t~:,ty solution and as such will directly impact the time frame in which this
SO' .... : en will be available. Consequently. the Committee has already formed the
SMS Subcommittee proposed on Attachment #10 and the subcommittee has
been active since late October. 1995.

A significant work effort of the SMS subcommittee has been to establish a
tlmellne associated with the selection of the system vendor and the actual
deployment of the system. This is a critical activity since, as noted above. the
availability of the system will directly impact the implementation time frame
associated with the overall number portability solution. The timeline upon
which the SMS subcommittee reached consensus was discussed in Section
30. and IS depicted or Attachment #8.

To date. the SMS subcommittee has identified 43 issues requIring resolution.
These Issues are included in Attachment #11 As noted on the SMS tlrreline .
.resoiut!on of these issues is targeted for April 1, 1996. The subcommittee has
also documented several key working assumptions underlying its ong::w"!g work
efforts. These are as follows:

· No significant modifications to the Illinois third party ported number
administration requirements will be required by the Georgia Workshop
members for the Georgia RFP.

· Any cost recovery method issues are resolved by April 1, 1996.
• ~ scheduled activities are completed on time.

Key aspects are: SMS related issues are resolved, the consortium IS

operational, tre Illinois requirements are received, other subcommittee
issues related to the third party system are resolved, and the
subcommittees are established the first of January.

· The third party system vendor selected can meet the proposed
timeline.

· Any operating test plan developed will include testing of
upload/download plans for SMS.

4.5 Open Issues

During its deliberations on number portability, the Selection Committee has
identified a number of open issues requiring resolution. A number of these
have been associated with the anticipated efforts of the proposed
implementation committee and are identified above, In addition, numerous
issues as noted in Attachment #11 have also been identified by the SMS
subcommittee. Remaining open issues identified by the Selection Committee
are as follows:

(1) Monitor switch vendor availability and schedules.
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(2)

(3 )
(4 )

(5 )

(6)

(7)

Identify which switch types are not capable of supporting number
portability.
Develop a detailed end-to-end timeline for implementation.
The impacts on existing interconnection agreements/stipulations
and connecting carrier agreements need to be evaluated.
including the impacts on wireless interconnection.
There are no dates currently available to update the wireless
switches for wireless number portability.
Evaluate existing SS-7 network capacity to support LNP, including
STP capacity.
Assess the impact of LNP on exist1ng switches to determine if
there is sufficient processor capacity, etc.

It IS anticipated that additional issues requiring resolution will be identified by
the Implementation CO'T1mlttee as further work act!vlties commence.
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

~e SSJes deal! I:g Wltr' a database number portability solution for Georgia are
'112''1 :::'":""ciex. Differing business objectives and concerns about economiC and
cos~ pacts have caused the various companies represented on the Selection
Com "ttee to reach dlferent conclusions on some issues. Thus, it has been
d!ff,c~it to reac~ total agreement on the vast number of issues and options
associated with this undertaking.

The Selection Committee has agreed to provide the following set of
rec:::mriendations to the Commission. It should be noted that some of the
recommendations do not have unanimous support of the Selection Committee,
but are included to provide the Commission with a fair representation of the
opinions of the Selection Committee members. To clarify the position of each
Se1ecion Committee rr'ember on each recommendation, Selection Committee
merrbers are identified as either 'Full Supporters", "Supporters with Caveats.
orNen Supporters". The recommendations address three major areas I) the
per'T'anent long term number portability call model: II) the implementation plan.
and T) an Industry process.

I) PERMANENT LONG TERM CALL MODEL:

Rec::H'I"HT~endation#1: LRN as the Permanent Long Term Solution

Full Supporters: AT&T, BellSouth Telecommunications, MCI Metro.
MediaOne, MFS, Standard, AirTouch, AT&T Wireless

Supporters with Caveais: BeliSouth Mobility and GTE Mobilnet

Nor,-Supporters: None

It IS recommended that the LRN proposal be selected as the permanent long
term call model for database number portability in Georgia. BellSouth Mobility s
agreement is based on the caveats that 1) that their vote was a vote for a
recommended solution if number portability is implemented, not a vote to
implement number portability, 2) that an acceptable number portability
Implementation plan is developed for Georgia, and 3) that an acceptable cost
recovery plan is implemented. GTE Mobilnet's agreement is based upon the
caveats that they agree to support LRN as the long term call model if it is
mandated by the Commission, and their significant concerns on costs as
addressed in Section 25.
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II. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN:

A ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION APPROACHES:

~e;;~""'el"'datiQr'lOption #1: LRN as the Implementation Plan

BellSouth Telecommunications, MediaOne.
Standard, AlrTouch, AT&T Wireless, BellScuth
MObility

Suppo:ters with Cavea's: AT&T MFS

Non-Supporters: MCI Metro

ThiS recommendation Involves the implementation of the LRN solution as soon
as It becomes available. which is currently planned for the June to July, 1997
time 'rame. AT&T and MFS agree with this recommendation, with the caveat
that f the LRN schedule is delayed significantly, then they would advocate CPC
as an Interim solution. In order to have the flexibility to implement CPC if
needed. AT&T suggests developing a contingency plan for CPC deployment. It
is suggested that interil1 check-points be established to closely monitor the LRN
development and testing, and that the appropriate CPC contingency plans be
developed as appropriate. MCI Metro concurs WIth thiS suggestion.

Reccmmer:dation Oction #2: Interim CPC Migrating to lRN as the
Imp:ernentat'on Plan

Supporters With Caveats: None

Full Supporters: MCI Metro ..
Non-Supporters: AT&T, BellSouth Teleco~munications,MediaOne.

MFS. Standard. AT&T Wireless, AirTouch, BellSouth
Mobility

ThiS recommendation Involves the implementation of the·CPC solution, which is
based on the New York. Trial, as soon as it becomes available. which is
currently planned for the March to April, 1997 time frame. CPC would then be
tranSltioned to LAN as soon as it becomes available .•
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a. PORTABILITY DEPLOYMENT

Recorr''T1endation #1: Portability DeQ10yment

C:..;! S:..::Jporters All members of the Se:ection Committee

Rega'o:ess of H:e implementation plan ultimately adopted. the Selection
Corr:m:ttee ~urt~,er recommends that number portability be implemented on a
p,:ased-in basIs. Numbers should be made portable on an NXX basIs in a
manrer aetermlned JOintly by the Industry (see Section 3.4 for additional
detal 5).

III. INDUSTRY PROCESS:

Reco'1"'Jnendation #1: I'nQlementation Committee

Fuil Supporters: All members of the Selection Committee

The Se!ectlon Committee recognizes that the actual implementation of a
nu;rber portability capability will require the ongoing efforts of an ind..Jsuy
Implementation commit:ee to continually refine the solution and address issues
as they arise. The Selection Commlttee therefore recommends that such a
implementation committee be established to project manage and work the
issues associated with 'he implementation of database number portability :n
Georgia.

Recoi'1""'endaticr #2: Monitoring of the Effort

Full Supporters: All members of the Selection Committee

Because of the several open issues and risk factors associated with both
ImpleMentation plans, and with the possibility that Georgia will be on the
leading edge of implementing a database number portability solution, the
Select; en Committee recommends that the Commission establish frequent
check-points throughout the implementation process to evaluate the status of
the effort. to make any required course corrections, and to ensure that the
direction established remains the best course of action for Georgia. These
check-points should be established by the proposed implementation committee
and JOintly monitored with the Commission.

RecQ~mendation #3: Cost Recovery

Full Supporters: All members of the Selection Committee

The industry needs to develop an appropriate cost recovery mechanism. The
Selection Committee recommends that the industry work the cost recovery
issues according to the process identified in Section 4.2, Item (8).
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6.0 Requested Action from the Commission

Wh Ie much has been accomplished to date by the Selection Committee,
a:h::Jnai progress to bring true number portability to the Georgia market place
IS largely reliant on the work to be done in the coming months. In order to
max, """'ize the etfic:ency of the Selection Committee's efforts, it is essential that
there are ciear dlrectiors from the Georgia Commission. The areas in which
direc~·Jn IS requested are listed below:

1. The Commissior is asked to endorse the recommendations of the
Selection Committee as identified in Section 5.0. This includes the
endorse'"nent of ... RN as the permanent long term number portability call
model for Georg a, and the endorsement of one of the implementation
plan options, Wltl their associated target implementation dates.

2. Wit~ regard to the assumptions and issues listed in Sections 3.0 and 4.0.
the Commission :s asked to provide endorsement of the assumptions
offered. the issues identified and the processes suggested by the
Selection Comrr1ttee.

With the Commission's direction in the matters noted above, the Selection
Committee believes that the industry can be successful in moving fOr\vard with
local number portability in Georgia.

Selection Committee Repon Page #28 January 8, 1996



7.0 ATTACHMENTS
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Attachment #1 : GPSC Staff Number
Portability Guidelines



Attachment "

Georgia Public Service Commission
Suif S.B. 137 Team
GPSC Docket No. 5840·U

NUMBER PORTABILIIT GUIDELINES
GPSC STAFF

October 2, 1995

Statutory Objective:

a.e.G.A. § 46·5·170 [A]ll loa! exchange companies shall make the necessary
modifiC4tions to allow portability of local numbers between
different cenifiC4ted providers of loa! exchange service as soon
as reasonably possible after such portability has been sho....T1 to be
tech.rtically and economically feasible and in the public interest.

a.CGA. § 46·5.168(b) The commission's jurisdiction shall include the authority to: ...
(10) Direct telecommunic.1tions companies to make investments
and modific.1tions necessary to enable portability.

o CG ..-\ § 46·5·162( 13) Portability' means the technica.l c.1pability that permits a
customer to retain the same loa! number at the same customer
location regardJess of the provider of the loc.al exchange sef\;ce.

General ~umber Portability Guidelines:

1. In AdmiJustrative Session on June 8. 1995, the Commission voted to conduct techniC41
workshops for the purpose of investigating telephone number portability. nus process
has identified key segments in the Georgia telecommunic.1tions industry. These incl,;de
incumbent LECs. (Certific.1ted) Competing LECs. Intere.xchange Curiel'S, and Wireless
Carriers. We encourage the development of a Selection Committee that consists
of the aforementioned. This Committee shall have the responsibility to select the
recommended number portability solution. The selection process shall be by consensus.
If an industry cOr)sensus is not reached by January S. 1996. the workshop approach
will be discontinued and the Commission will provide further direction to all panies.

II. Sef\ice provider portability should be implemented on a mid-tenn to long-tenn basis.
as soon as technically feasible (i.e., works reliably according to the follOWing guidelines)
and economically feasible (i,e., cost-efficient). It is hoped Wt this solution can be
implemented by the fouM quaner of 1996. Implementation should start with a
selected group of wire centers, and based on success. branched to additional wire
centers. In the meantime, interim approaches based upon voluntary industry
negotiations will be allowed and encouraged.



III. Transparency to the end user is essential. There should be no loss of functionality,
quality, or access to services c.1used by the implementation of a number pon.1bility
solution. Examples include: call setup time should be minimally impacted so callers
do not discern any difference; users should see the dialed number when necessarv to. .
iden tify the called or c..illi.ng number (such as on bills and for Caller ID); access to 911 ,
£911, telephone relay service, information, and other services should remain available,

IV L'se of existing network infrastructure and sta.rldards should be retained to the extent
feasible a,lld economic41,

V, Calls from non-number pon.1bility capable telecommunications providers must be
ac(ommodated. This includes completion of calls initiated over wireless c..uriers.

VI. The solution should allow for open competition in the vendor community. Any
archItecture or apprcach should be pan of the open public domain, free of any
licensing fees. Proprieury approaches, or approaches with associated licensing fees.
would limit the opponunity for open competition among providers of number
ponability solutions a:ld the companies that purchase them.

VII The solution should ensure that the existing loca.l exchange company/ies (LEC's) and
the new LECs are benefitted in the same way and are required to deploy the same
mandatory network capabilities regardless of their network topologies and whether the
customers are S\\itching from the existing LEC to a new LEC, from a ne"\' LEC to the
existing LEC, or from ::me new LEC to another new LEe.

\'111. The solution should immediately suppon pon.1bility of 10c41 numbers between
different cenific.ated \\1 reline LECs, It should accommodate expanded volume usage.
and future migration ,.0 pennanent, national solutions. Ideally, the solution would
aUo'", for future suPPOrt of all types of number portability on a pennanent basis.

IX. The solution should not unduly accelerate the depletion of the numbering resource.
Ideally, the number portability solution should conserve the NOM American
!\'umbcring Plan (NAl\:P). Therefore. solutions that allow for the pooling of numbers
(initlaUy at the NXX level) should be accorded more weight. Conversely, solutions
that deplete the NANP would be less desirable.

X. The Georgia solution should suppan a national effon, assuming that one emerges, to
the fullest extent possible. It is hoped that the national effon will yield a standard for
the call model and the network routing. Standardization will make it easier for
vendors to build to the solution and for c.1ITiers to interact with it. Georgia. however,
plans to implement a solution based on technical and economic feasibility within
Georgia, \\ithout waiting for funher effons at the national level or in other
jurisdictions.
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NUMBER PORTABILIIT TIMELINES
PROPOSED BY GPSC STAFF

October 2. 1995

OCTOBER 2, 1995

~OVE.\1BER 7. 1995

DECE\1BER 7, 1995

DECE\1BER 27. 1995

JA.."\L\RY S. 1996

FOLRTH Ql'.\RTER 1996

NUMBER PORTABILITY GUIDELINES RELEASED

NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKl~G(NOPR)

30·DAY CO~lMENT CYCLE FOR ~OPR

20·DAY PERlOD

ALL 'v\,ORKSHOP ACTIVITIES END

IMPLEME~TATIOI\: OF TNP STARTS
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Dear !Sumher Portahlllt: Solution Proponent:

Attachment 12
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The Georgia ?uhlle Service Commission earlier this year opened D(xket No 58':'C1-L.
Telephlme ~umher Portahllir: and is sponsoring a serie~ of Numher Portahliity Workshop mectlnp.
The purpose of this workshor process is to facilitate the implementation of a permanent numt'>cr
portahiliry solution in GeorgIa as soon as reasonahly possihle.

Avoluntar) industry Selection and Evaluation Comminee ("Selection Comminee-) that formed
within the Workshop developed the enclosed Request for Information. with an associated e.... a1uatir'lO
pr()(ess and schedule The Selection Committee finalized a Georgia Local Numher Portahilir: (LSP I

Framework and it is enclosed, as well as the Numher Portahility Guidelines provided h:-- the
Commlssi,1n Staff to all panIC 1pants in the Octaher 2-3, 1995 Workshop meeting. As pan l1f the
Commission Staffs efforts to facilitate these voluntary industry activities, we are sending tlus Rc'-!ucst
for Information (with attachments) to proponents of potential portahility solutions Additional (\'r1CS

are 3\aIlanle n) contacting Ken Ellison of the Commission Staff (404-656-4536)

The Workshop. through its Selection Committee, requests informati0n addrcssinr ea.:h
pro\ ision of the Georgia LocaJ Numher Portahilit) Framework from all interested potenual soluu~ \n
proponents. Those interested In making a proposal and suhsequent presentation to the SeJecth1n
Comminee according to the schedule outlined hela'" are asked to:

I. Provide a wrinen response to the Georgia LNP Framework document hy close of husin~~~

Octoher 30, 1995. In order to expedite the review process. please provide a copy directl~ tel

each memher of the Selection Committee and the Commission Staff representatives Idenuti~d

on the enclosed Selection Comminee list.

2. Complete the Indication of Interest Form also enclosed. and return it (via mail or fax) hy
the close of husiness Octoher 18, 1995, to David Breviu (Commission Staff consul1fJ1t) (913­
272-8262 and fax 913-272-8789).

The Selection Comminee's goal is to formulate an agreed industry-developed recllmmendau\)n
and repan, and suhmit it to the Georgia Public Service Commi~si{)n on January 8. 1996. Toward
that goal, the Committee memhers created the following schedule of activities:



Novemher 6-7, 1995

Octoher 10, 1995

Octoher 30, 1995

Issue Georgia LNP Framework

Written responses due to Selection Committee

Formal presentations hy proponents to
Selecnon Committee and Workshop

(Loc.ation: Georgia Depanment of Transportation Bldg.
2 Capitol Square, Room 401, Atlanta, Georgia)

Written questions to proponents Novemher 13, 1995
fro m Selec tion CoIIlIl1.l nee

Written responses from proponents
to Selection Committee

Evaluation by Selection Committee
(Atlanta, Georgia)

Selection and determination of
implementation process and schedule

Draft Recommendation and Report

Finalize RecommendatJon and Report
(regular Workshop meeting)

Suhmit Recommendation and Report
to Georgia Puhlic Ser\'lce Commission

November 28. 1995

December 5·7, 1995

December 19-20. 1995

January 3-4, 1996

January 5, 1996

January 8. 1996

The Commission would then take any action it fInds appropriate. The final structure for
implementing any proposed solution will also need to he developed; for ex.ample. ooe posslhlllt)
would he an industry consortium working directl} with the solution proponent.

If you have any questions regarding the Georgia LNP Framework document. you may call:
Wireline sections-- Loraine Beyer 205-977-5029
Wireless sections-- Charlene Meins 206-803·1232

The Commission Staff recognizes and appreciates all the effons of the telecommuru;:ations
industry to de\ elop a portahility solution.

Sincerely,

David Burgess
Director, Rates & Tariffs Section

cc Selection Committee memhers
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